Traditionally, attention was thought to be directed by either top-down goals or bottom-up salience. Recent studies have shown that the reward history of a stimulus feature also acts as a powerful attentional cue. This is particularly relevant in schizophrenia, which is characterized by motivational and attentional deficits. Here, we examine the impact of reward on selective attention.
INTRODUCTION
Since the earliest accounts of Kraepelin (1919) and Bleuler (1950) , abnormalities of attention and motivation have been considered to be central features of schizophrenia. Motivational impairments are implicated in the disability associated with the disorder because difficulties initiating and sustaining goal-directed behavior can undermine educational, vocational, and recreational activities. The psychological and neural processes implicated in motivational impairment remain to be determined. Anhedonia is one candidate mechanism given that people with schizophrenia typically report reductions in pleasure on measures such as the Chapman Social and Physical Anhedonia scales (e.g. Horan, Kring, & Blanchard, 2006) . However, despite self-reports of low positive affect and pleasurable experience, people with schizophrenia (PSZ) typically show normative affective ratings when actually experiencing positively valenced stimuli under controlled conditions (e.g. Kring & Moran, 2008; Cohen & Minor, 2010) . However, for reasons that remain to be fully understood, it seems that the apparently normal hedonic responses at the subjective level fail to have the expected impact on behavior in PSZ. That is, despite evidence of intact in-the-moment reward experience, PSZ typically show reductions in effortful reward-seeking behavior (e.g. Gard et. Al. 2014).
A possible mechanism by which past reward history may impact future behavior is by influencing selective attention. One central function of selective attention is to reduce the information overload from a rich sensory environment, by prioritizing relevant sensory inputs for further processing.
Traditionally, it has been thought that this prioritization and selection occurs due to either top-down goals or bottom-up sensory salience (e.g. Corbetta & Shulman, 2002) . In studies of schizophrenia, selective attention driven by bottom-up information is often unimpaired, whereas deficits in goal-driven control of attention are more frequently reported (Gold et. al, 2007 , Luck & Gold, 2008 . Recent research has reported a hybrid form of attentional control that may be of special clinical relevance: stimulus selection history (Awh et al. 2012) . Stimulus features that become associated with the receipt of rewards in one context may automatically receive preferential processing in a different context where no rewards are available (Anderson et al. 2011; Hickey & van Zoest 2013) . This serves an important adaptive function by facilitating approach behavior towards stimuli that have a prior history of being rewarding. People also demonstrate attentional biases based on probabilistic information, even if they are unaware of the probabilities. For example, if a target appears more often at one of multiple potential locations, an attentional bias is likely to develop towards the more frequent location (Geng & Behrmann,2005) . These effects are top-down insofar as they reflect learning (Gaspelin & Luck, submitted) , but they are fast, involuntary, and unconscious, just like bottom-up effects (Theeuwes, 2018) .
In order to investigate how attentional control may be differentially impacted in PSZ, we examined the consequences of attentional capture by known reward associations when an implicit spatial probability was introduced. In doing so, we explored the possibility that that PSZ would show reductions in reward history effects as a function of motivational deficits. Although previous studies have exclusively examined aspects of reward processing and spatial allocation of attention in PSZ, it has yet to be understood how multiple sources of selection history interact when presented simultaneously. For example, it may be easier to attend to something associated with pleasure if it is also situated in a predictable location. Outside the laboratory, a reduction in the bias to attend to features and cues associated with past rewards might undermine the initiation of volitional, reward-seeking behavior. This would also be consistent with the idea that PSZ have intact in-the-moment experiences of rewards but that these experiences do not impact the later initiation of reward-seeking behavior (Gold et al. 2009 Barch et al., 2017) , another possibility is that PSZ could manifest intact sensitivity to rewards in this task. Under this hypothesis, we expected that PSZ would show intact spatial probability effects because they often show normal levels of benefit from precues that are reliably predictive of target location. In terms of the interplay between the forms of attentional bias, we speculated that if PSZ were impaired at using reward to control attention but unimpaired at using probability, then probability should win when placed in competition with low reward. The paradigm we adapted from Stankevich and Geng (2014) , allowed us to examine the relationship between these two factors, and to ascertain our speculations about reward modulation in PSZ. Table 2 contains the statistical test results, including p values and effect sizes. Consequently, these statistics will not be provided in the text. Figure 2A displays the RTs for the first two blocks, (Equiprobable blocks). In these blocks, both NCS and PSZ had slower RTs when the target appeared in the unrewarded colored circle than when it appeared in the rewarded colored circle (significant main effect of reward) with PSZ being slower overall than NCS (significant main effect of group). NCS exhibited a slightly larger effect of reward than PSZ, but the interaction between Group and Reward did not reach significance (Table 2A .(i-iii)). Note that the effect size was large for the main effect of Reward (η² p = 0.37) but small for the Group X Reward interaction (η² p = 0.04). We also performed comparisons of the rewarded and unrewarded colors separately for each group, and we found a large and significant Reward effect in both PSZ (t=4.01, p<0.001, Cohen's d = 0.58) and NCS (t=5.54, p<0.001, Cohen's d = 0.95). Thus, although the effect of reward was numerically larger in NCS than in PSZ, reward had a large and significant effect in both groups and the differences in the reward effect between groups were not significant.
Reward Effects in Equiprobable Blocks.
Further, both groups learned the color-reward association at a similar rate. Figure 3 shows how RTs changed over the first two blocks in the main target discrimination task (following the pre-training phase) for the rewarded and unrewarded colors, binned into 6 equal bins of 10 trials each for display purposes. We fit a power function to RTs over all trials in each subject, which provides the standard metric of learning rates in RT experiments (Logan, 1988; 1992) . A Group by Reward ANOVA (Table 2B ) on individual learning rates yielded no significant Group by Reward interaction effect, nor a main effect of Group, with near-zero effect sizes. However, the main effect of Reward was significant, with a large effect size. Note that by the last time bin, the difference in RT between the rewarded and unrewarded colors was similar in PSZ (129.52±26.52 ms) and NCS (147.87± 31.10 ms).
Reward and Probability Effects in Probabilistic Blocks.
Similar to the learning rate analysis conducted for reward effects, we fitted a power function to the RTs over high-probability and low-probability trials (independent of reward) in the first two probabilistic blocks to examine probability-location association learning. A Group by Probability ANOVA on these learning rates yielded no significant Group by Probability interaction effect, nor a main effect of Group. (Table 2C ) Figure 2B displays the RTs for the Probabilistic blocks as a function of reward and spatial probability, with statistical results indicated in Table 2D . We found that: (i) PSZ had slower reaction times overall; (ii) RTs in both groups were shorter to targets appearing in the rewarded circle than in the unrewarded circle; (iii) RTs in both groups were shorter to targets appearing in the high-probability location than in the lowprobability location; and (iv) the effects of reward and probability were largely independent, with a similar effect of reward at the two locations. A similar independence of reward and probability effects was found in a study of healthy college students (Stankevich & Geng 2014 ).
These impressions were confirmed statistically by significant main effects of Location and Group. The Reward by Group interaction did not approach significance, with a very small effect size. The speeding of RTs at the high probability location relative to the low probability location was slightly greater in NCS than in PSZ, but the Location by Group interaction did not reach significance and the effect size was small. We did not observe any other 2-or 3-way interactions involving reward that approached significance. We also compared rewarded and unrewarded trials (collapsed across probability) for each group separately, and we found a large and significant Reward effect in both PSZ (t=4.90, p<0.001 Cohen's d = 0.71) and NCS (t=6.86, p<0.001, Cohen's d = 1.17). We also compared the low and high probability locations (collapsed across reward) for each group, and we found a large and significant Probability effect in both PSZ (t=7.01, p<0.001 Cohen's d = 1.01) and NCS (t=11.37, p<0.001 Cohen's d = 1.95). Thus, although RTs were slowed overall in PSZ, both PSZ and NCS showed robust effects of both reward history and spatial probability, and group differences in these effects were not significant and had small effect sizes. The combination of large effect sizes for the Reward and Location main effects and the small effect sizes for the Reward by Group and Location by Group interactions provides compelling evidence that any differences between groups in reward and probability effects are small.
The attentional benefit conferred to the target at the higher probability location did not change as a function of the target's reward incentive, and neither was the benefit of the rewarded color altered by the target's location, as indicated by a near-zero effect size for the Location by Reward interaction. This indicates that, in accordance with the findings of Stankevich & Geng (2014), these two sources of information that guide selective attention act independently and have an additive effect. We chose spatial probabilities of 75% and 25% for the Probabilistic block because Stankevich & Geng (2014) found that the effect of probability was approximately equal to the effect of reward in this paradigm for these probabilities, leading to approximately equal RTs when these two factors conflicted with each other (i.e., on rewarded low-probability trials and unrewarded high-probability trials, indicated by green arrows in Figure 2 ). If PSZ were impaired at using reward to control attention but unimpaired at using probability, then probability should win when placed in competition with low reward, leading to faster RTs for unrewarded high-probability trials than for rewarded low-probability trials. However, both PSZ and NCS in the present study also exhibited nearly equal RTs for these two trial types. This observation was supported by a separate 2-way ANOVA (Table 2D (i)) comparing these two trial types in PSZ and NCS (in the Probabilistic blocks), which yielded no significant main effect of trial type and no significant interaction between group and trial type. These results are consistent with the hypothesis that PSZ are not impaired at using reward information to control attention.
Taken together, these results show that PSZ and NCS were similarly impacted by reward during the early blocks, and even if the effects of reward and spatial probability in the two groups over all the experiment blocks are not the same, the effect size statistics indicate that group differences are subtle.
Correlations.
To determine how performance in the present task was related to symptoms, we examined correlations between median RTs in both tasks and BPRS and SANS scores. We observed significant correlations between overall RT and SANS scores (Avolition-Apathy: r=0.41, p=0.004; SANS Total: r=0.36, p=0.01. Thus, overall slowing of responses was associated with increased levels of negative symptoms.
There were no correlations between SANS scores and the effects of reward (unrewarded RT minus rewarded RT), nor between SANS scores and effects of probability (low minus high probability). Neither reward effects, nor probability effects were associated with positive symptoms. Thus, overall slowing of RT was correlated with increased negative symptoms, but impairments in reward effects and probability effects were not.
DISCUSSION
To our knowledge, this experiment is the first to examine the role of learning on selective attention in people with schizophrenia. We explored two different varieties of learning: the ability to associate a reward value with a specific color and the ability to associate a target stimulus with a specific location. Somewhat surprisingly, we found that both aspects of attentional control were relatively intact in people with schizophrenia. For reward value, we found that both PSZ and NCS exhibited significant effects of reward in both the Equiprobable and Probabilistic blocks (Cohen's d > 0.58), with the effect sizes for the Group by Reward interaction being small (η² p < 0.04), indicating that this interaction accounted for less than 4% of the explainable variance in RTs. In contrast, the effect sizes were larger (η² p > 0.08) for the main effects of group, reward, and probability. Moreover, learning rates over the first two blocks of trials were similar for PSZ and NCS, with a near-zero effect size for the Group by Reward interaction. We found a similar pattern for the probability effect, with large and significant effects of probability in both PSZ and NCS (d > 1.01), a large effect size for the main effect of Probability (η² p = 0.49), and a small effect size for the Group by Probability interaction (η² p = 0.05). Although we are not claiming that the effect of reward and probability on attention are the same in PSZ and NCS, the present results provide substantial evidence that both PSZ and NCS are highly sensitive to both reward and probability, and any differences between groups are small (and presumably clinically negligible).
It is important to consider the possibility that the PSZ and NCS samples in the present study were non-representative, with either unusually high-performing PSZ or unusually low-performing NCS. This is unlikely given that our PSZ sample was strongly impaired relative to NCS on neuropsychological measures such as IQ (see Table 1 ). In addition, the PSZ showed the typical elevation of overall RTs relative to NCS, and the degree of RT slowing was significantly correlated with motivation-related negative symptoms, which in contrast, were not associated with reduced reward or probability effects. Motivational deficits as assessed by clinical assessments were not specifically associated with the modulation of attentional capture by reward and probability.
The present study provided evidence that patients could utilize both reward associations and spatial probability to enhance the speed of their reaction times, as evidenced by similar learning rates. Thus, even though impairments of attention are often claimed to be central features of the disorder, many aspects of selective attention appeared to be intact in the present experiment. This is consistent with other recent studies using methods that could isolate selective attention from other cognitive processes (e.g. Erickson et al. 2014; Elshaikh et al. 2015) . Such areas of intact function may be of particular interest because they argue against the claim that PSZ have a "generalized 1 0 deficit", impacting nearly all aspects of cognitive function. That generalized deficit does not extend to important aspects of selective attention as seen here.
The finding that reward-based control of attention is intact in PSZ clearly contrasts with other aspects of reward processing that are impaired in schizophrenia, such as effortbased decision-making and rapid reinforcement learning (e.g. Barch )-may be impaired. It appears likely that motivational deficits are more closely related to these complex aspects of reward processing and decision making than to implicit biasing of attention.
Areas of intact implicit reward processing are important because they indicate that avolition in schizophrenia is not a result of insensitivity to rewards. Indeed, intact implicit reward processing may be an important lever that could be used in developing psychosocial interventions to enhance motivational functioning. From a basic cognitive neuroscience perspective, the results support previous findings (Stankevich & Geng 2014) in showing that reward associations and spatial probabilities are separate but powerful cues that guide attentional selection. Interestingly, these factors had independent effects across both college student populations in the previous study and a broad range of people with and without schizophrenia in the present study. In the decision-making literature, these factors are typically combined into a single metric combination of probability and reward value (i.e., expected value); for the purpose of attentional selection, however, these two factors act separately and produce additive behavioral effects.
A limitation of the present study is that-even though we provided actual monetary rewards and successfully replicated basic cognitive neuroscience findings-the external validity of the present task is unknown, and results may not translate to real-world reward history-based selective attention and perceptual processing. Also, only stable outpatients receiving antipsychotic therapy were included (although we found no significant correlation between chlorpromazine equivalents and any of our RT measures, r <0.25, p>0.17). Similar work with more severe inpatients or unmedicated or medication-naïve populations may yield different results. However, inclusion of stable outpatients enabled us to examine participants with generally lower levels of acute 1 1 symptoms, allowing the feasibility of measures involving self-report and computerized testing.
In conclusion, we replicated previous findings showing that reward history and spatial probability modulate selective attention and have additive, independent effects. We further provided evidence that this modulation is similar in PSZ and NCS, thus adding to the literature suggesting that implicit reward processing in the context of visual selective attention and target discrimination may be surprisingly intact in PSZ.
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Funding Sources: The current study was funded by NIH grant R01MH065034 awarded to JMG and SJL. A single centrally placed fixation cue ("+") was presented, after which the cue circle (either blue or orange, rewarded or unrewarded) with the target appeared. B. Illustration of the trial procedure for the target discrimination task. Circles are shown in orange and blue to illustrate unrewarded and rewarded colors, respectively. Trials began with a fixation cross, followed by the cue and target screen. Participants were to report whether the target dot was in the top or bottom half of the circle by pressing one of two buttons as quickly as possible. C. Parametric manipulation of spatial probability. Participants were assigned to one of two target side high-probability groups, right or left. The staircase shown indicates the course of the task through blocks where the target becomes more likely to fall to one side.
Figure 2
Median RT results for Target Discrimination Task. A. Average of Median RTs for unrewarded and rewarded trials at for equal probability blocks. Reaction times in both groups were shorter to rewarded than to non-rewarded targets. B. Average of Median RTs for unrewarded and rewarded trials for low probability and high probability trials respectively. Reaction times in both groups were shorter to rewarded than to non-rewarded targets for both probabilities, and an increase in the strength of the probability resulted in shorter RTs. The arrows indicate the trial types for which the two factors, spatial probability and reward were in conflict.
Figure 3
RT speeding over rewarded trials in equal blocks. The y axis displays the mean RTs per trial bin over the first two blocks (equal probability blocks). For the x axis, the 60 trials of each participant per condition (Rewarded and Unrewarded) were binned into 6 bins of 10 trials and averaged across participants. The error bars display the standard error of the means in the respective trial bin. Participants showed a significant decrease of RTs for rewarded trials (Darker Shaded bars) over the course of trials, while there was no such decline for unrewarded trials (lighter shaded bars). Red bars represent data from PSZ, while Blue bars represent the same for NCS. This was corroborated by no significant Group by Reward interaction for learning rates. 
